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Abstract. Due to the spread of the Covid-19 virus, the Pandemic Era shifted face-to-face learning to online distance 
learning, which faced many challenges. One of the challenges is the decreasing level of student motivation and 
interactivity. LMS to organize learning materials, assignments, and other learning activities is an alternative that 
facilitates the learning process during the pandemic. Through LMS, lecturers can share materials, give assignments, 
and provide feedback to students through an integrated online system. This research aims to examine the effectiveness 
of using LMS Canvas at Sampoerna University, especially pedagogic quality during the pandemic. In this study, 
researchers used a questionnaire adapted from the LMS Evaluation model by Mtebe & Raisamo (2014) by adding 
pedagogical quality, including teaching quality, interactivity quality, and student understanding quality. The results of 
the study state that these three components have a positive effect on user satisfaction and the use of LMS. 
Keywords: Canvas, LMS Evaluation, Model of LMS Evaluation, Quality of Instruction, Quality of Interactivity 
INTRODUCTION 
The spread of the covid-19 virus has made governments around the world enforce social distancing. 
This policy resulted in the learning process initially carried out face-to-face into distance learning 
(Arto, 2020). The transformation from face-to-face to distance learning mode was carried out 
simultaneously without any integrated preparation, especially in mastering technology (Al Lily, 
Ismail, Abunasser, & Alqahtani, 2020). 
In its implementation, distance learning reveals various problems, one of which is the lack 
of interactivity in learning, which results in a decreasing academic ability (Onyema, Sen, & Alsayed, 
2020). During the pandemic, teachers and lecturers were observed more often giving assignments 
without explaining or discussing the presented material (Arsendy, Sukoco, & Purba, 2020). This 
fact caused the level of stress experienced by students to increase during the pandemic. In addition, 
many gaps occurred, especially in internet accessibility and supporting devices (Arsendy, Sukoco, 
& Purba, 2020), resulting in only a few students attending virtual classes. Therefore, we need an 
integrated system to organize learning activities so that teachers and students can know what 
activities will be carried out and access them regardless of the time and the place. 
The Learning Management System (LMS) is a solution to manage all interactions in learning 
using technology within the platform (Munir, 2010). Thus, the use of LMS during the pandemic 
has increased along with the need for online learning (Edtech World Bank, 2020). However, LMS 
functions solely to upload and share materials without support from other activities that reinforce 
the students' and lecturers' interactivity (Hasan, 2019). Moreover, the LMS evaluation process 
mainly refers to the Mtebe and Raisamo Evaluation Model (Mtebe & Raisamo, 2014), where 
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pedagogic elements in the quality of interactivity, instruction, and students' understanding are not 
yet measured in the model. 
We conducted this research in one of the universities in Indonesia that are accustomed to 
using technology in their learning, including technology that supports face-to-face learning and 
online learning. The face-to-face interaction process, supported by easy access to materials and the 
assessment result integrated within the LMS, has become a common practice at this university. 
However, as all universities are in a pandemic period, interactivity becomes a challenge in learning. 
Through this study, researchers then evaluate the use of Canvas LMS during the pandemic by 
developing the current LMS evaluation model by Mtebe and Raisamo. We add pedagogic elements, 
including the quality of interactivity, quality of instruction, and students' understanding of the 
presented material. In addition, researchers will further propose a new LMS evaluation model 
accordingly.  
METHOD 
This research aims to evaluate the use of Canvas LMS in a private university and propose the new 
model of evaluation of LMS accordingly. Therefore, a questionnaire was developed by adopting the 
current model of LMS evaluation from Mtebe and Raisamo (2014) and adding three components: 
quality of interaction, quality of instruction, and quality of understanding. The questionnaire was 
checked for its validity and reliability using SPSS. In addition to that, there are hypotheses developed 
to construct a new proposed model of LMS evaluation. 
Generally, we adopted the same hypothesis from the current model (Mtebe & Raisamo, 
2014), yet we added the new hypothesis for the newly added component. All hypotheses will be 
tested for their correlation and regression in SPSS (See Table 1). 
Table 1. Hypothesis for Constructing Model of LMS Evaluation 
No. Component Hypothesis 
1. 
System Quality 
System quality positively affects users' satisfaction  
2. System quality positively affects LMS use. 
3. 
Course Quality 
Course quality affects users' satisfaction  
4. Course quality affects LMS use. 
5. 
Quality of Interaction 
Quality of interaction affects users' satisfaction 
6. Quality of interaction affects LMS use. 
7. 
Quality of instruction 
Quality of instruction affects users' satisfaction 
8. Quality of instruction affects LMS use 
9. Quality of instruction affects the quality of understanding. 
10. 
Quality of Understanding 
Quality of understanding affects users' satisfaction 
11. Quality of understanding affects LMS use 
12. Quality of interaction affects the quality of understanding. 
13. 
Combined 
User Satisfaction affects LMS use 
14. LMS Use affects Perceived Net Benefit 
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This research was carried out for two semesters starting in January 2021 and implemented 
at one private university where the research participants were students who took the courses in 
Spring 2020-2021. There were 98 courses taught at that period, with 1032 students administered to 
the courses. Due to the concise timeline, we chose ten courses to be the sample, as research found 
that the sample size should be at least 10% of the population (Hashim, 2010). To capture the proper 
representation of Canvas LMS use, we also used the students' satisfaction survey data at the end of 
the semester that the university had categorized. We chose ten samples from four faculties, as 
shown in Table 2. 
Table 2. Distribution of Research Participants 
Course Score Range Faculty Number of Students 
Course A High FoE 3 
Course B High GenEd 5 
Course C High FET 4 
Course D High FET 10 
Course E Middle FoB 19 
Course F Middle FoB 5 
Course G Low FoE 12 
Course H Low FET 10 
Course I Low Sex 35 
Course J Low FET 6 
Total 109 
Notes: FoE = Faculty of Education; FET = Faculty of Enegineering and Technology; FoB = Faculty of Business; 
GenEd = General Education 
We distributed the questionnaire with the help of the academic registry to ensure that 
everyone administered in the course mentioned in Table 2 filled the questionnaire. There are two 
types of data in the questionnaire (see the following link: https://bit.ly/LMSQuestionnaire). We 
obtained the first data from a 5-Likert scale questionnaire. At the same time, we got the second 
data from the open-ended questions. The first data were categorized to see the effectiveness of 
LMS Canvas implementation, while the data from open-ended questions were coded and then 
generalized in specific themes. Those two data were analyzed descriptively. The first data were also 
used for hypotheses testing to see the structure of the proposed model of LMS evaluation. 
FINDINGS 
The Validity of Instrument 
The validity of an instrument determines how accurate our instrument is in measuring things 
according to our research objectives. There are two types of validity: content validity and construct 
validity. For this instrument, two educational technology experts have checked the content validity 
of the questionnaire. It showed that the instrument was valid with minor revisions in the grammar. 
After going through the content validity testing, the researcher then tested the construct validity 
using the validity test in SPSS with the corrected item-total correlation. According to Widiyanto 
(2010), items in an instrument are declared valid if the corrected item value-total correlation (r-
count) > r-table. Before conducting the validity test in SPSS, the researcher then calculated the r-
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table value based on the 5% significance level (Alpha) and the number of respondents (n). The r-
table value for the 5% significance level and n-2 = 109 – 2 = 107 is 0.188. The validity test results 
showed that every item in the questionnaire is valid as all of them have r-count more than the r-
table for α = 5% (See Appendix A). 
The Reliability of Instrument 
In addition to testing the validity of the SPSS, the researcher also tested the reliability of the 
instrument used. Reliability informs the consistency of the results provided by the instrument when 
tested in the same setting with the same type of subject (Sullivan, 2011). In short, reliability tells us 
the consistency of the instrument. We reported the reliability by finding the internal consistency 
reliability seen from Cronbach's alpha value. According to Widiyanto (2010),  an instrument is 
reliable if the value of the Cronbach alpha coefficient is more than 0.6. In addition, the Cronbach 
alpha also affects the reliability testing. The questionnaire is declared reliable if the Cronbach alpha 
value is greater than the r table. On the other hand, if the Cronbach alpha value is smaller than the 
r table, the questionnaire is declared unreliable. 
Table 3. Reliability Results Using SPSS 
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
0,771 49 
According to Table 3, the value of Cronbach's Alpha is greater than the value of the r-table 
(0.188). This result concludes that all items in the questionnaire are also reliable. 
Data Normality 
There are two procedures conducted to test the normality of the data distribution in this research. 
We tested the normality of data distribution with Kolmogorov Smirnov as recommended for a 
sample size of more than 50 (Mishra et al., 2019). The researcher used graphical procedures by 
showing the Q-Q plot and supported the quantitative procedure using Kolmogorov-Smirnov. The 
result of the normality test using the graphical procedure is shown in Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1. Q-Q Plot for Normality Test 
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Table 4. Kolmogorov-Smirnov Result for Normality Test 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova 
Statistic df Sig. 
0,084 109 0,058 
Table 4 states that the significance value = 0.058 > 0.05. It means that the data is normally 
distributed. It is also supported by Figure 1, where most data is close to the normal line. 
Questionnaire Result 
We used descriptive analysis to describe how effective Canvas LMS was from the students' 
perspectives. Therefore, to understand the range of the effectiveness, we categorized the responses 
to several criteria from 'not effective' to 'very effective.' In doing that, we used the following formula 





∗ 𝑅𝑘 = scale range; 𝑛 = sample size; 𝑚 = number of options in questionnaire 





Then the categorizations are described in Table 5. 
Table 5. Students' Questionnaire Response Categorization 
Total Score Criteria Result 
109-196 Strongly Disagree Not effective 
197-284 Disagree Less effective 
285-372 Not Applied/Never use or experience it Quite effective 
373-460 Agree Effective 
461-548 Strongly Agree Very effective 
After the categorization, we found that all components of Canvas LMS had been conducted 
either effectively or very effectively.  
Table 6. Summary of categorization of questionnaire result 
Component Average of Total Score Result 
System Quality 451 Effective 
Course Quality 468 Very Effective 
User Satisfaction 469 Very Effective 
LMS Use 470 Very Effective 
Perceived Net Benefits 463 Very Effective 
Quality of Instruction 455 Effective 
Quality of Interaction 432 Effective 
Quality of Understanding 477 Very Effective 
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Furthermore, there are two open-ended questions added to the questionnaire. Those two 
questions ask about how Canvas contributes the interactivity. The results are coded and generalized 
into several themes, as depicted in the following chart in Figure 2 and Figure 3. 
 
Figure 2. Canvas Contribution to the Learning during Pandemic 
 
Figure 3. How Does Canvas Contribute Interactivity 
The components with the lowest score are system quality, quality of interaction, and quality 
of instruction (See Table 4). They have been categorized into practical implementation. However, 
there are some arguments that students disagree with. 
For the system quality, there is one statement that students do not agree with (41% said not 
applied/ Never use it; 16% Disagree, 1% strongly disagree) (See Appendix B). This statement 
mentions the help features in Canvas. It shows that students mostly do not know about the help 
feature and do not refer to it whenever they get lost in Canvas. 
For the quality of interaction, students agree that Canvas can engage students in active 
learning (statement number 3). However, they also agree that other platforms need to be embedded 
in Canvas to maintain interactivity (statement number 4). The coded open-ended question 
responses also support it. 58% (n=63) students say that Canvas does not contribute a lot in the 
interactivity component, but other embedded platforms do (See Figure 3). One of the respondents 
said: 
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Accessing material, assignment, feedback in one place
virtual discussion
Provide class activity information
Grade progress
Easy to use for beginner
Give alert to assignment
Manage resources, assignment and feedback  in one…
Supports self study
Can be accessed in multi device easily
How does Canvas Contribute the Learning during Pandemic?
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Commenting the uploaded material
Discussion feature
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Peer review feature
No contribution, but other apps do
Online meeting feature
How Does Canvas Contribute Interactivity?
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"It only lets us access assignments and materials. For interactive activities, we mostly do it with other 
embedded applications in Canvas." 
Some students agree that Canvas can provide engagement and interactivity as long as the 
lecturer embed or integrate other platform or websites in the Canvas course. Finally, for the quality 
of instruction, some students do not agree with the statement about the given feedback from the 
lecturer (19% said not applied/never experienced it; 20% disagree; 3% strongly disagree). 
Hypothesis testing 
To develop the new model in evaluating Canvas which incorporates the quality of interaction, 
instruction, and understanding, the researcher did the hypotheses testing to see the structure of the 
model. We did regression analysis and correlation tests in SPSS. The result is depicted in Table 7.  
 
Table 7. Summary of Hypothesis Testing in SPSS 






Correlation = 0,491 
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,241=24% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. System quality = 0,00 (Coefficient Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =24% shows 
that system quality affects 





Correlation = 0,528  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,279=28% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. System quality =0,00 (Coefficient Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =28% shows 
that system quality affects 






Correlation = 0,679  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,461=46% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. Course  quality =0,00 (Coefficient Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =46% shows 
that course quality affects 





Correlation = 0,737  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,544=54% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. Course  quality =0,00 (Coefficient Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =54% shows 
that system quality affects 
users' satisfaction for 54%. 
(Supported)  
 




Correlation = 0,598  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,357 =36% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. quality of interaction  =0,00 (Coefficient 
Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =36% shows 
that quality of interaction 
affects users’ satisfaction for 
36%. 
(Supported)  




Correlation = 0,658  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,433=43% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. quality of interaction  = 0,00 (Coefficient 
Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =43% shows 
that quality of interaction 
affects LMS use for 43%. 
(Supported)  
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No. Hypothesis Result Conclusion 




Correlation = 0,671  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,451 =45% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. quality of instruction  =0,00 
 (Coefficient Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =45% shows 
that quality of instruction 
affects users' satisfaction for 
45%. 
(Supported)  




Correlation = 0,763  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,582 =58% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. quality of instruction  =0,00 (Coefficient 
Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =58% shows 
that quality of instruction 
affects LMS use for 58%. 
(Supported) 




Correlation = 0,614  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,377=38% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. quality of understanding  =0,00 (Coefficient 
Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =45% shows 
that quality of instruction 
affects users’ satisfaction for 
38%. 
(Supported) 




Correlation = 0,688  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,474=47% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. quality of understanding  =0,00 (Coefficient 
Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =47% shows 
that quality of 
understanding affects LMS 
use for 47%. 
(Supported) 









Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,000 
Sig. quality of interaction  =0,00 (Coefficient 
Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =26% shows 
that quality of interaction 
affects quality of 
understanding for 26%. 
(Supported)  





Correlation = 0,689 Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,474=47% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,001 
Sig. quality of instruction  =0,00 (Coefficient 
Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =47% shows 
that quality of instruction 
affects quality of 






Correlation = 0,940 Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,884=88% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,00 
Sig. User satisfaction  =0,00 (Coefficient Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =88% shows 
that users' satisfaction 
affects LMS use for 88%. 
(Supported)  




Correlation = 0,717  
Sig. 0,000 
R2=0,514=51% 
Sig. 0,000 (Anova Table) 
Sig. constanta = 0,022 
Sig. LMS use  =0,00 (Coefficient Table) 
It has a strong positive 
correlation. R2 =51% shows 
that quality of interaction 
affects the quality of 
understanding for 51%. 
(Supported)  
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Therefore, the proposed model for evaluating Canvas LMS is depicted in Figure 4. 
 
Figure 4. The Final Model of LMS Canvas Evaluation 
DISCUSSION 
This research aims to evaluate the use of Canvas LMS in the university during the pandemic. In 
addition to that, this research also has the objective to propose a revised model of LMS evaluation 
developed before by Mtebe & Raisamo (2014) by including quality that needs more concern in the 
pandemic era. Due to the covid-19 pandemic, there are alternatives for a face-to-face meeting to 
continue the learning process; one of them is providing a learning management system for the 
universities that do not have one (Google, Temasek, & Bain, 2020). Using a learning management 
system (LMS) in the learning process aids e-learning by providing instructional materials without 
considering the time or location, allowing students and teachers to communicate through the 
internet, and facilitating the exchange of course-related information and resources (Raza, Qazi, 
Khan, & Salam, 2021). This fact suits the pandemic condition where students and lecturers can only 
communicate virtually. However, during the implementation of online learning in the pandemic 
era, some problems emerged, such as communication problems (Mahyoob, 2020), pedagogical 
problems mainly related to the interactivity in the class, and technological problems (Ferri, Grifoni, 
& Guzzo, 2020). It is then suggested to evaluate LMS use and propose a new model for LMS 
evaluation during the pandemic. 
The findings show that Canvas LMS use in this university has been either 'effective' or 'very 
effective.' There are only three criteria categorized as effective: system quality, quality of interaction, 
and quality of instruction. We added three criteria to the newly developed evaluation model to see 
how the quality of interaction, instruction quality, and understanding quality integrated into Canvas, 
especially during a pandemic. Those criteria are three components that still lack in the online learning 
implementation during the pandemic. Surprisingly, two of the three new criteria have the lowest 
score in the questionnaire result (See Table 6).  
Quality of Interaction 
In online learning, one of the present issues is the issue of the low level of interactivity. This problem 
also occurs in the academic environment of universities, where students feel that the level of 
interactivity in learning during a pandemic is shallow (Marzuki, 2020). Interactivity is an activity that 
allows interaction between students and students-lecturers during the learning process, increasing 
participation and understanding (Nugent et al., 2020). So, in other words, interactivity and 
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understanding have a positive correlation. Many technologies have supported this in building 
interactions in online learning, including LMS as a strategy to build an interaction where students 
can communicate about the assignments and get feedback (Hasan, 2019). 
The current report about educational technology usage in Southeast Asian countries 
mentioned a need to increase the adoption of online learning besides video uploading tools (Google 
et al., 2020). In addition to that, the use of LMS should not be limited to only accessing the material 
but also providing a virtual interaction by using the available feature. Canvas provides the feature of 
interactivity; one of them is a discussion tool. Moreover, other research states that students who 
spend their time in accessing the relevant actions, not only accessing the material but also interacting 
with peers in the discussion tool on LMS, most likely have a higher grade (Cerezo, Sánchez-Santillán, 
Paule-Ruiz, & Núñez, 2016). This statement justifies that interactivity plays a vital role in academic 
achievement. 
There are three types of interactivity for LMS use Lecturer-Students, Students-Students, and 
Students-Content (Santy, Kurniali, & Indrajani, 2018). Moreover, the following table has 
summarized the type of interactivity. It also shows the example of activity based on the responses 
from the open-ended question in the questionnaire. 
Table 8. Interactivity Type in LMS Canvas 
Type Example of Activity 
Lecturer - Students Discussion via online meeting 
Discussing the grade progress via speed grader 
Students - Students Discussion with peers via Discussion Tool 
Peer Review via Discussion Tool 
Students - Content Commenting on the uploaded material via studio 
Online quizzes via quiz or studio 
Exploring materials via the embedded platform 
The other research stated that Canvas has several features to support the interactivity feature 
(Baldwin & Ching, 2019). This research justifies the open-ended questions result shown in table 8. 
These features are the students' interaction supported by discussion and collaborative project 
features; students-lecturers interactions supported by the feedback and comments features on 
submissions; and students' interaction with the content provided through the page feature where 
lecturers can create interactive instructions or materials. 
The highlighted issue from the quality of interactivity component in this research is that the 
lecturers need to embed other platforms and websites to keep the interactivity. More than 50% of 
respondents state that Canvas does not have the feature of interactivity. However, others say that 
they have explored the feature of Canvas that supports interactivity. Therefore, we conclude that 
some lecturers have used the Canvas feature to support interactivity; others may not know about the 
feature. This fact justifies that the interactive content in educational technology tools is still less used 
in Southeast Asian Countries (Google et al., 2020). However, this research should continue to survey 
what features the lecturers frequently use regarding interactivity. This result will inform the university 
stakeholder to provide workshops to highlight the less-used feature. 
Quality of Instruction 
Pandemic changes the way lecturers give instruction, from face-to-face to online. There are two 
types of activities in Online learning: Asynchronous session, where we conduct teaching processes 
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using prepared material that has been uploaded before with the instruction, or synchronous (live 
session), where the lecturer directly delivers the instruction. The research found that students feel 
more relaxed in the asynchronous session as it will depend on their own pace to learn about the 
material (Nurwahyuni, 2020). The written instruction plays an essential role as the written 
instruction substitutes the instruction in a face-to-face meeting during online learning in the 
pandemic era. The questionnaire results show that the lecturer successfully gives explicit 
instructions using the Canvas feature (50% strongly agree, 47% agree, 1% neutral, 1% disagree). 
However, feedback quality needs to be improved. Quality instruction also needs to include quality 
and effective feedback that provides information about their learning progress to catch up with the 
learning process (Heinze & Reiss, 2016). To provide clear and high-quality feedback, the lecturer 
may provide the feedback via the speed grader feature in multiple forms of media, such as audio, 
video, link to particular websites, or pictures.  
The New Proposed Model for Evaluation of LMS 
The current model for evaluating LMS (Mtebe & Raisamo, 2014) did not include the pedagogical 
quality, such as quality of instruction, interactivity, and understanding. Therefore, this research 
proposes a new model where we included those three components. We see from Table 7 that those 
three components supported both LMS use and users' satisfaction components. Quality of 
instruction affects the LMS use significantly by 58%, more than any other components. It then 
suggests comprehensive instruction that includes explicit instructions and prompt feedback to guide 
students on what to do next (Heinze & Reiss, 2016). In addition to that, quality of instruction and 
interaction positively affect the quality of understanding. According to a study conducted by (Koh 
& Kan, 2020), students who frequently used LMS required valuable instructional activities to obtain 
positive learning outcomes. Therefore, we as lecturers should provide more comprehensive 
instructions and add more interactivity components in our class activity organized within LMS. We 
also need to consider the lecturers' perspectives to give insight into the LMS evaluation. LMS is also 
encouraged to solve interactivity and instruction problems during the online learning 
implementation in the pandemic era. Finally, this research should be conducted with a more 
significant number of students. 
CONCLUSION 
This research aims to evaluate the effectiveness of Canvas LMS in one of the universities in 
Indonesia. The student questionnaire is developed according to the current LMS evaluation model 
by Mtebe and Raisamo (2014), yet we add the pedagogical components such as interactivity, 
interaction, and students' understanding. The researcher decided to add those three components as 
those still lack in the implementation of online learning during the pandemic. The findings stated 
that those three components positively affect user satisfaction and LMS use. The quality of 
instruction components has the most influence on LMS use for about 58%. It implies that lecturers 
should concern more about the quality of instruction in LMS. Clear instructions should accompany 
every activity uploaded to the LMS. 
Moreover, lecturers also need to provide comprehensive feedback to support the instruction. 
Finally, this research then suggests the newly developed model of LMS evaluation, which includes 
those three components mentioned before. However, to bring more insight to the LMS Evaluation, 
further research should be conducted in a larger environment and look at the lecturer's perspectives. 
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APPENDIX A 
The Results of Validity Test 
Criteria Item R- Count R- Table (α = 5%) Remarks 
System Quality 
X1 0.202 0.198 Valid 
X2 0.367 0.198 Valid 
X3 0.477 0.198 Valid 
X4 0.311 0.198 Valid 
X5 0.365 0.198 Valid 
X6 0.55 0.198 Valid 
X7 0.451 0.198 Valid 
Course Quality 
Y1 0.594 0.198 Valid 
Y2 0.634 0.198 Valid 
Y3 0.694 0.198 Valid 
Y4 0.608 0.198 Valid 
Y5 0.546 0.198 Valid 
Y6 0.668 0.198 Valid 
Y7 0.719 0.198 Valid 
Y8 0.61 0.198 Valid 
Y9 0.725 0.198 Valid 
Y10 0.616 0.198 Valid 
User Satisfaction 
Z1 0.722 0.198 Valid 
Z2 0.613 0.198 Valid 
Z3 0.783 0.198 Valid 
Z4 0.415 0.198 Valid 
LMS Use 
P1 0.658 0.198 Valid 
P2 0.491 0.198 Valid 
P3 0.669 0.198 Valid 
P4 0.747 0.198 Valid 
P5 0.595 0.198 Valid 
Perceived Net 
Benefits 
Q1 0.688 0.198 Valid 
Q2 0.629 0.198 Valid 
Q3 0.708 0.198 Valid 
Q4 0.488 0.198 Valid 
R1 0.668 0.198 Valid 
R2 0.616 0.198 Valid 
Quality of 
Instruction 
S1 0.722 0.198 Valid 
S2 0.613 0.198 Valid 
S3 0.783 0.198 Valid 
S4 0.415 0.198 Valid 
Quality of 
Interaction 
T1 0.535 0.198 Valid 
T2 0.521 0.198 Valid 
T3 0.453 0.198 Valid 
T4 0.525 0.198 Valid 
T5 0.292 0.198 Valid 
T6 0.62 0.198 Valid 
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Criteria Item R- Count R- Table (α = 5%) Remarks 
T7 0.52 0.198 Valid 
T8 0.791 0.198 Valid 
Quality of 
Understanding 
U1 0.705 0.198 Valid 
U2 0.76 0.198 Valid 
U3 0.634 0.198 Valid 
U4 0.262 0.198 Valid 
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APPENDIX B 































































1. System Quality 
1 109 78% 17% 0% 0% 6% 503 Very effective 
2 109 51% 44% 1% 1% 3% 480 Very effective 
3 109 22% 61% 6% 6% 6% 423 Effective 
4 109 23% 46% 11% 16% 5% 400 Effective 
5 109 16% 36% 41% 6% 1% 391 Effective 
6 109 50% 45% 1% 1% 3% 479 Very effective 
7 109 50% 46% 1% 1% 2% 482 Very effective 
2. Course Quality 
1 109 57% 42% 1% 0% 0% 497 Very effective 
2 109 39% 55% 2% 5% 0% 466 Very effective 
3 109 44% 54% 0% 0% 2% 478 Very effective 
4 109 38% 56% 4% 3% 0% 467 Very effective 
5 109 37% 56% 3% 5% 0% 463 Very effective 
6 109 39% 51% 5% 3% 2% 462 Very effective 
7 109 39% 51% 6% 3% 1% 464 Very effective 
8 109 43% 56% 0% 1% 0% 481 Very effective 
9 109 38% 46% 8% 6% 3% 447 Effective 
10 109 32% 57% 11% 0% 0% 459 Effective 
3. User Satisfaction 
1 109 57% 42% 1% 0% 0% 497 Very effective 
2 109 39% 55% 2% 5% 0% 466 Very effective 
3 111 44% 54% 2% 0% 2% 484 Very effective 
4 109 38% 56% 4% 3% 0% 467 Very effective 
5 109 37% 56% 3% 5% 0% 463 Very effective 
6 109 39% 51% 5% 3% 2% 462 Very effective 
7 109 39% 51% 6% 3% 1% 464 Very effective 
8 109 43% 56% 0% 1% 0% 481 Very effective 
9 109 38% 46% 8% 6% 3% 447 Effective 
10 109 32% 57% 11% 0% 0% 459 Effective 
4. LMS Use 
1 109 27% 58% 9% 6% 1% 440 Effective 
2 109 72% 28% 0% 0% 0% 515 Very effective 
3 109 66% 34% 0% 0% 0% 508 Very effective 
4 109 56% 38% 5% 2% 0% 488 Very effective 
5 109 40% 44% 2% 13% 1% 447 Effective 
6 109 60% 40% 0% 0% 0% 501 Very effective 
7 109 21% 43% 23% 9% 4% 402 Effective 
8 109 34% 54% 10% 2% 0% 458 Effective 
5. Perceived Net Benefit 1 109 44% 52% 3% 1% 0% 479 Very effective 
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2 109 38% 50% 9% 2% 1% 460 Effective 
3 109 50% 46% 1% 3% 0% 484 Very effective 
4 109 20% 57% 21% 1% 1% 430 Effective 
6. Quality of Instruction 
1 109 50% 47% 2% 1% 0% 487 Very effective 
2 109 21% 49% 19% 9% 2% 412 Effective 
3 109 41% 57% 1% 1% 0% 478 Very effective 
4 109 40% 54% 4% 2% 0% 472 Very effective 
5 109 27% 50% 14% 8% 1% 429 Effective 
7. Quality of Interaction 
1 109 27% 52% 17% 2% 3% 434 effective 
2 109 27% 52% 12% 7% 2% 430 effective 
3 109 25% 51% 15% 8% 1% 426 effective 




1 109 41% 57% 2% 0% 0% 479 Very effective 
2 109 40% 56% 4% 0% 0% 476 Very effective 
 
 
